Carousels: Enriching Classroom Literacy Practices through Modeled Teaching by Watson, Dwight C. & Wiley, Zelma
scholarlypartnershipsedu
Volume 3
Issue 2 Fall 2008 Article 5
10-31-2010
Carousels: Enriching Classroom Literacy Practices
through Modeled Teaching
Dwight C. Watson
University of Wisconsin - Eau Claire
Zelma Wiley
Maxfield Elementary School
Follow this and additional works at: http://opus.ipfw.edu/spe
Part of the Teacher Education and Professional Development Commons
This Article is brought to you for free and open access by Opus: Research & Creativity at IPFW. It has been accepted for inclusion in
scholarlypartnershipsedu by an authorized administrator of Opus: Research & Creativity at IPFW. For more information, please contact
admin@lib.ipfw.edu.
Opus Citation
Watson, Dwight C. and Wiley, Zelma (2008) "Carousels: Enriching Classroom Literacy Practices through Modeled Teaching,"
scholarlypartnershipsedu: Vol. 3: Iss. 2, Article 5.
Available at: http://opus.ipfw.edu/spe/vol3/iss2/5
75
Carousels: Enriching Classroom Literacy Practices  
through Modeled Teaching
Dwight C. Watson, University of Wisconsin – Eau Claire, &
Zelma Wiley, Maxfield Elementary School
Abstract
This manuscript describes a hybrid teaching practice that combines components of 
literature circles with the jigsaw cooperative learning model. This practice was conducted 
in a sixth-grade classroom to motivate the students to read books of literary merit and 
to model effective differentiated reading instruction for a teacher who was using a one-
novel, whole-class approach. The manuscript chronicles processes and procedures that 
teachers can use to replicate this practice in their classrooms.
 
Introduction
After seven years removed from K–12 teaching, I was hungry for the authenticity of the 
classroom. As a college literacy professor, I taught elementary, middle school, and high 
school literacy courses. In these courses, I tried my best to integrate both theory and 
practice. But at times, I just could not help feeling like a bit of a charlatan. I was professing 
about practices that I only read about or observed as I supervised student teachers. There 
were so many literacy changes that had taken place since I was last in the classroom 
as a teacher. The Reading Wars were over, and most schools in my area had settled into 
a balanced literacy approach. The influx of guided reading, literature circles, reader’s 
workshop, and writer’s workshop were practices that I had read about, simulated in my 
college courses with preservice teachers but did not have the opportunity to apply in the 
authentic arena of the K–12 classroom. I was feeling more and more disconnected from the 
practical applications of my discipline and desperately needed some sort of intervention.
Being newly tenured and due for a sabbatical, I immediately applied to an urban 
school district as a grade-level teacher in order to offset my sense of disconnect. Shortly 
thereafter, one of our partner schools hired me as a literacy coach in an urban school. I 
was to be the liaison from the urban school to my institution and my role was to place 
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preservice teachers from our literacy method course in the urban school. Also, my role 
as coach was to model best literacy practices in classrooms and to work with teachers 
as they implemented readers and writers workshop. In theory, I knew how to design 
and implement these practices. I could even profess about how to create these highly 
interactive literacy spaces, but I had limited knowledge of the effectiveness of these 
practices as they related to the authentic lives of urban learners.
From Belinda Williams’ (1996) work and my former 13 years of urban teaching 
experience, I was aware that urban learners were worldly, precocious, resilient, and 
industrious achievers. As I entered my new position, I was tremendously optimistic about 
navigating the realities of the urban classroom. This teaching assignment was like an 
educator’s dream because I could design specific literacy lessons and showcase some of the 
reading practices I only had an opportunity to simulate with preservice teachers.
One practice that I created was a hybrid instructional model that featured 
components of both Harvey Daniels’ (2002) literature circle model and Robert Slavin’s 
(1991) jigsaw cooperative learning model. The creation, implementation, and assessment 
of this hybrid Jigsaw Literature Theme Groups model was successfully implemented with 
my preservice teachers (Watson, 2003). The Carousels model described in this article is 
the application of my preservice practices in a sixth-grade classroom. This model is based 
on the premise that adolescents deserve expert instruction that builds both the skills and 
desire to read increasingly complex materials and that adolescents deserve expert teachers 
who model and provide explicit instruction in reading comprehension (Moore, Bean, 
Birdyshaw, & Rycik, 1999). 
Another aspect of this article is the collaboration amongst the teacher, the principal, 
and me as the literacy coach. This collaborative partnership was reciprocal, intentional, 
and sustainable. We all benefited from being engaged in the process (reciprocity); we 
all focused on specific professional goals (intentionality), and throughout the modeled 
event, we all gained skills sets that we could replicate with others, or in the case of the 
teacher, be able to continue the instructional model without the assistance of the coach 
(sustainability). Throughout the modeled event, all three people were engaged. The 
teacher and I planned and instructed the model. We cotaught all of the lessons across the 
modeled event. The principal observed, took notes, sat in on small-group discussions, 
and consulted with both me and the teacher throughout the process.
Literature Circle Model
Getting Started: Consultations, Conversations, and Collaboration 
In consultation with the principal, we discussed those teachers she thought needed some 
additional guidance around literacy best practices. She stated that when she observed a 
sixth-grade teacher, she noticed that this teacher was still using a whole-group/class-novel 
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approach in which students read aloud in a round-robin fashion. The teacher would then 
follow the reading with questions and discussion. I commented to the principal that this 
whole-class shared reading approach was probably rich in discussion but did not get to 
the individual reading needs of the students. She said that many of her fifth- and sixth-
grade teachers agreed that they were not teaching students to read but rather teaching 
them how to learn from reading; therefore, this whole-class approach was appropriate. 
The principal questioned this method because results of previous reading tests indicated 
that her fifth- and sixth-grade classes showed that over 60 percent of the students 
struggled with vocabulary development and reading comprehension at the interpretive 
level. She further commented that the students could not determine the meaning of 
words using the context and found it difficult to answer questions in which the answers 
were not blatantly emphasized in the text. The principal stated that she wanted learners 
who could evaluate, recognize nuance, and understand the figurative as well as the literal. 
The principal was looking for a reading approach that could move her teachers away from 
the whole-class approach and engage students in reading activities that enabled them to 
connect, question, and wonder.  
I explained the literature circle approach (Daniels, 2002) and showed her a video of 
its implementation. She was fascinated by the students’ commentary about what they 
read because it was evident that they were accountable for the reading and knowledgeable 
about characters and plot as well as analysis of events and actions that carried the plot. 
We decided that I should consult with the sixth-grade teacher and help him integrate this 
reading approach into his classroom.
As I consulted with the teacher, I asked him about differentiating the instruction, 
and the teacher replied that he could not get small reading group activities underway 
and needed some help. This particular teacher was amenable to a classroom change and 
willingly helped me restructure his classroom to support the varying needs of students.
Because I had the open invitation to redirect the teacher’s instructional practices, I 
wanted to both model instructional techniques that allowed for differentiation in text 
variety and grouping configurations as well as motivate adolescent learners to read and 
discuss books of literary merit. From my experiences, Daniels’ (2002) literature circles 
model would work well to meet this two-fold objective balancing learner motivation and 
collaborative student learning. 
Before we embarked on changing the reading approach, the teacher and I decided 
to pretest the students on their reading comprehension and reading attitudes. We 
used the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Achievement Test (G-MRT) (MacGinitie, 1978) 
to determine reading comprehension. Two parts of the G-MRT, the Vocabulary and 
Comprehension Tests, were given to the 30 sixth graders. The Vocabulary Test sampled 
the students’ reading vocabulary. It was primarily a test of word knowledge rather than 
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a test of decoding skills. It contained 45 items, each consisting of a test word followed 
by five words or phrases. The students’ task was to choose the word or phrase that meant 
the same or almost the same as the test word. The first items were composed of easy and 
commonly used words. The later words were less common and more difficult.
The Comprehension Test measured the students’ abilities to read complete prose 
passages with understanding. The test contained 16 different passages of varying lengths, 
and a total of 43 questions about these passages. The range of reading ability among 
the sixth-grade students was very great, and the range of materials that these students 
read was similarly extensive. Consequently, the materials in the test also extend over a 
very wide range. The passages include selections from various literary works and subject 
matter fields. Some of the questions about the passages require an understanding of 
information that was explicitly stated in the passage; others require an understanding of 
information that was only implicit in the passage. The pretest results indicated that the 
30 students scored an average of 64.48 percent with a standard deviation of 24.8.
The students’ attitudes toward reading were measured by the Elementary Reading 
Attitude Survey (McKenna, 1990). The test consisted of 20 statements regarding 
attitudes toward reading on a 1 to 4 scale with 1 being the highest and 4 being the 
lowest. The scale score per items are added to create a raw score which is then converted 
to a percentage equivalent based on an alignment chart provided in the test. The pretest 
results indicated that the 30 students’ percentage equivalent was 62.00 with a standard 
deviation of 28.01.
Whole-Class Modeling
After reviewing the results of the pretest, the principal was even more convinced that the 
teacher needed a literacy intervention that would help his students’ reading achievement. 
She did not think this sixth-grade class was immediately ready for autonomous, self-
guided literature circle groups due to their performance on the reading attitude survey. 
The teacher and I discussed this and decided to familiarize the students with the process 
by leading a whole-class book and modeling literature circle roles. The roles we chose 
to model were the discussion director (guides the discussion), passage master (chooses a 
passage to showcase), word wizard (highlights and defines interesting words), travel tracer 
(maps the main character’s geographical movements), illustrator (creates a visual image 
of some aspect of the reading), connector (makes personal reflections or current event 
connections with the text), and investigator (discovers additional information about the 
text and/or the author). 
To ease the students into the literature circles model, we chose The Watsons Go to 
Birmingham, 1963 (Curtis, 1995). This book about an African American family traveling 
to the South during the Civil Rights era was a culturally and curriculum-relevant choice 
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because the majority of the students in the class were African Americans and the social 
studies emphasis was on race relations during the Civil Rights era. According to the 
results of classroom teacher–conducted informal reading inventories, the instructional 
level of the majority of readers was in alignment with the book’s readability level. 
Cultural considerations, curriculum alignment, and readability are criteria that foster 
high motivation and engagement (Gay, 2000; Harris, 1997; Irvine & Armento, 2001; 
Williams, 1996).
The class of 30 students was divided into six groups of five. We read through the text in 
a variety of configurations. The teacher encouraged this variety because he knew that some 
of his students would fall behind in the reading if they were asked to only read silently. 
We also recognized that the various reading modalities were used to vary the pace of the 
reading, keep the readers motivated, and to differentiate the reading event. The teacher and 
I read aloud some passages, while we asked volunteers to read aloud at other times. Some 
chapters were read silently. Students were sometimes asked to read a chapter in round robin 
fashion in their smaller group of five. Initially, at the end of each chapter, we chose one of 
the roles and modeled its use with one of the groups. This fish bowl demonstration allowed 
others in the class an opportunity to view the role in action before they attempted to use 
the role. After the modeling, the students then replicated the use of the roles in their small 
groups as we walked around to provide feedback and support on their use of the role.
During this time, the principal was also monitoring the students’ progress. She noted 
that some of the students that were usually not attentive to classroom instruction were 
on task and eager to provide input to the group when their role responses were shared. 
The principal also commented that through the role discussion even those who might 
have struggled with the reading were better able to made sense of the text through the 
contributions of others. 
As we observed, we noted one student’s behavior in particular. He was the connector 
and was most animated as he described his own antics with his little sister as he related it 
to Byron. Byron is the big brother in The Watsons Go to Birmingham. The boy who was 
the connector also related Byron’s pranks in reference to his younger siblings.
They read the next chapter silently and independently from their group and worked 
on role sheets that accompanied their assigned roles. Once the students were comfortable 
in their groups and with the roles, the groups reassigned roles and selected the portion of 
the text that they wanted to read by the next class meeting. This literature circle model 
encouraged self-pacing, choice, and role discussions. Daniels (2005) stated that the roles 
are used for temporary guidance and that once the participants become comfortable 
discussing the book, the roles become obsolete. The students were encouraged to initially 
use all of the roles in order to fully explore the nuances of the book before they are 
allowed to relinquish a role.
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Theme-Related Book Selection
Once the whole-group book was read and the roles practiced, the students were then 
ready to read multiple books around a particular theme. To implement this model, we 
chose a theme appropriate to the class, selected and read the books that related to the 
theme, and then book talked (gave a brief description of ) each of the books so that the 
students could decide on the book they would like to read for the class.
The theme we chose for this group was independence as evident in selected Newbery 
Award winners and honor books. We wanted to expose the sixth graders to meritorious 
literature that consisted of characters exhibiting the attribute of independence through 
thought and action. We also wanted the students to interact with these books through 
reading and role discussions without having to struggle with the actual reading of the 
words; therefore, we chose books that were available as multiple sets in the school’s 
guided-reading bookroom and were at the students’ general reading level, which was 
about a 5.5 grade level. The books chosen were Hundred Dresses (Estes, 1944), Dear Mr. 
Henshaw (Cleary, 1983), The Whipping Boy (Fleischman, 1986), Joey Pigza Swallowed the 
Key (Gantos, 1998), and Because of Winn-Dixie (DiCamillo, 2000). 
In addition to the independence theme, these works were chosen because they 
“offer[ed] a context through which feelings, desires, and actions of youth could be 
examined, questions posed, and options considered for solving dilemmas that face early 
adolescents” (Sheppard & Stratton, 1993, p. 6). In the books chosen, the main characters 
were both male and female, were products of different socioeconomic backgrounds, 
and represented various historical time periods. The use of multiple-themed literature 
engendered an appreciation for the diversity that occurred both within and across the 
book groups. The use of award-winning literature can help students value reading as 
natural and enriching (Smith & Wilhelm, 2002). The students were asked to read and 
discuss their chosen book and to chronicle the development of main characters through a 
series of discussions in their Jigsaw Theme Group.
Carousel: Jigsaw Theme Groups
Robert Slavin (1991) created a series of cooperative learning models that focused on 
academic attainment through intra-group and inter-group activities. One of the models 
is called jigsaw in which participants of a base group are evenly distributed across expert 
groups. In the expert groups, the base members learn some specific information that only 
their expert group is privy to and then bring that information back to the base group. 
One member gains expertise so that all participants could claim ownership of a certain 
aspect of the learning and then be solely responsible for expressing that information.
In our class, it was desirable to use the jigsaw method along with the literature circle 
model so that the students could convey the contents of their chosen book to a wider 
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audience. We referred to this hybrid model as Carousels due to the fluidity of movement 
back and forth between the base groups — the Literature Circle Groups — and the 
expert groups — the Jigsaw Theme Groups. 
The main plot of each book was explained through a book talk. The book talks helped 
inform the students so that could make their choices of literature circle books. Interest 
in the book was the selection criteria students usually used when selecting a book. We 
wanted the students to move beyond their comfortable topics of interest and choose books 
based on curiosity. We asked which of the books would take them to areas that were most 
unfamiliar with their current life situations. We encouraged boys to choose books with 
girl lead characters and vice versa. We encouraged those from two-parent homes to choose 
books about characters living with a single parent. We wanted students to select books with 
characters that were most unlike them or plots that would take them in directions in which 
they were unaccustomed. By doing this, the students took risks and did not settle for books 
based on interest, genre familiarity, or peer influence.
To determine the book groups, the students provided us with the names of three books 
out of the five in priority order that they would want to read. Students were then placed in 
evenly distributed groups usually based on their first or second choice. Each student’s name 
was written in a chart, which had a corresponding number for each Literature Circle Group 
member (see Table 1). The Literature Circle Groups functioned as base groups and the 
students that had the same number across the Literature Circle Groups became the expert 
group (the students were experts about their book) or Jigsaw Theme Group. The newly 
formed Jigsaw Theme Group consisted of one member from each Literature Circle Group. 
For example, although Sara Miller and Margaret Sandstone read different books as part 
of their literature circles, they would work together in their Jigsaw Theme Group (in this 
example Group 3) to discuss shared themes of their respective books.
Table 1: Literature Circle/Jigsaw Theme Assignment Sheet (The names are fictitious.) 
Jack Gantos, Joey Pigza Swallowed the Key Jigsaw Theme Group 1
1. William King 1. William King
2. James Brown 2. Alice Hanson
3. Sara Miller 3. Camille DeVos
4. Ethan Daniels 4. Judith Jamerson
5. Paula Hopkins 5. Greg Thompson
Kate DiCamillo, Because of Winn-Dixie Jigsaw Theme Group 2
1. Alice Hanson 1. James Brown
2. Ser Vang 2. Ser Vang
3. Fred Singleton 3. George Lee
4. Theo Yakymi 4. Choua Le
5. Daniella Justice 5. Sehoya Helfter
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Eleanor Estes, The Hundred Dresses Jigsaw Theme Group 3
1. Camille DeVos 1. Sara Miller
2. George Lee 2. Fred Singleton
3. Margaret Sandstone 3. Margaret Sandstone
4. Herman Hector 4. Maria Sanchez
5. Gloria Swanburg 5. Tony Cotner
Sid Fleischman, The Whipping Boy Jigsaw Theme Group 4
1. Judith Jamerson 1. Ethan Daniels
2. Choua Le 2. Theo Yakymi
3. Maria Sanchez 3. Herman Hector
4. Philip Friendly 4. Philip Friendly
5. Kelvin Lambert 5. Nadine Schwartz
 
Beverly Cleary, Dear Mr. Henshaw Jigsaw Theme Group 5
1. Greg Thompson 1. Paula Hopkins
2. Sehoya Helfter 2. Daniella Justice
3. Tony Cotner 3. Gloria Swanburg
4. Nadine Schwartz 4. Kelvin Lambert
5. Raul LaVague 5. Raul LaVague
In the Jigsaw Theme Groups, the Literature Circle Groups’ representatives discussed their 
books and provided their expertise. An outline was used indicating which days the Jigsaw 
Theme Group was to convene and what was to be discussed. At the first group meeting, 
the members were to give an introduction to their books by describing the setting, the 
main characters, and any possible problems that have occurred. One student commented 
that he noticed that Opal, the main character in Because of Winn-Dixie, did not get 
along well with her dad who she simply called the Preacher. He stated that Opal did not 
seem to have a place called home because her dad traveled from church to church. He 
predicted that a problem would be Opal’s loneliness and longing for her mother. Each 
time the Jigsaw Theme Group met, a new set of questions was discussed (see Table 2). 
Every other day across two weeks, the students met for 45 minutes with their Literature 
Circle Group and then the next day for 45 minutes with their Jigsaw Theme Group.
During the Literature Circle Group time, the students would read their books or 
discuss their roles. They set the pace for their book and decided whether they wanted to 
use the class time for reading or discussion. Most groups decided to use the class time 
primarily for discussion of the roles. They also were instructed to use some of their time 
to prepare for the Jigsaw Theme Group discussion on the next day so that each person 
would carry the same expert information to their Jigsaw Theme Group.
By the end of the two weeks, the students had met with each of their groups five 
times; therefore, each member of the Jigsaw Theme Groups was thoroughly exposed to 
the various books that were read and discussed in the Literature Circle Groups.
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Table 2: Jigsaw Theme Group Discussion Questions
Theme Day Theme Discussion Questions
Day 1: Story Structure Who is the main character? What is the setting? What 
is the character’s relationship with his or her family?
Day 2: Problem Discussion Has a problem developed? What is the problem or 
concern?
Day 3: Character Comparison What do the characters have in common with the 
characters from the other books? What are some of 
their differences?
Day 4: Literary Merit Discuss the literary merit of the book. Who should 
read this book and why? Why do you think this 
book was chosen as outstanding piece of children’s 
literature? 
Day 5: Problem Resolution Has the problem or concern been resolved? How has 
the character developed?
Culmination Activity: Theme Tables and Comparison Matrices
According to the Daniels’ (2002) literature circles model, the typical culminating activity 
is for each group to share their books with one another in some sort of creative way that 
would entice other members of the class to read the books. A copy of each book is then 
placed in the classroom library, and during independent reading time, the students can 
choose another group’s book to read. Because the students were exposed to so much of 
the other books due to their participation in the Jigsaw Theme Groups, it was apparent 
that another activity would better suit the culmination of our Carousel theme unit. As 
the culminating activity, the students completed theme tables in their Literature Circle 
Groups and comparison matrices in their Jigsaw Theme Groups. Two additional class 
periods were utilized for the culmination activity.
Theme Tables
The students and the coteachers first discussed the themes that were prevalent in all 
of the books. As the students participated in their Jigsaw Theme Groups, students 
were asked about the commonalities between all of the books. The students noted the 
obvious theme that they were all award winners or honor books, and they were able 
to recognize that these books were meritorious because they had an engaging sense of 
story. One student commented that she could readily identify story elements of setting, 
characters, events, problems, and resolutions in all of the stories and that this made the 
book easier to read and more enjoyable. The students’ sentiments validated Goldenberg’s 
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(1993) statement that readers can better comprehend a text once they are shown the 
structural elements in which the text is organized. Through further discussion, the 
students noted other themes common to all of the books such as isolation, family 
relationships, perseverance, and creativity.
Each Literature Circle Group was asked to assign a member from the group to each 
theme. The group member’s task was to define the theme as it related to the group’s book 
and to find examples and/or quoted statements from the book that amplified the theme. 
After each group member completed the investigation of a theme, the members shared 
with the group. Further refinements were suggested and incorporated. The Literature Circle 
Groups then captured their theme findings by creating a theme table (see Table 3). The 
theme table was written on chart paper and displayed as artifacts throughout the room. The 
group members were instructed to make their own version of their group’s theme table so 
that they could use it when discussing their book’s themes in their Jigsaw Theme Group.
Table 3: Theme Table per Book 
isolation
family 
relationships perseverance creativity literary merit
Theme 
definition
Example 1
Example 2
Example 3
Comparison Matrices
The students used their Literature Circle Group’s theme table to discuss their books in 
their Jigsaw Theme Group. The students first talked about how their group defined each 
of the themes. For instance, a team member from The Whipping Boy defined the theme 
of perseverance as survival because the prince in the guise of the Whipping Boy had to 
withstand many hardships to which he was not accustomed. A student from the Dear 
Mr. Henshaw group defined isolation as longing and loneliness. The main character 
missed his dad who was a truck driver that was constantly on the road. He longed for his 
dad to be a more connected part of his daily life. This loneliness made him feel isolated; 
therefore, he began to write his letters to Mr. Henshaw.
After the students shared and defined their themes, they gave examples of how the 
themes were reflected in their literature circle books. The students read examples from 
their theme tables or read quoted passages from the text. As the Jigsaw Theme Group 
members listened to the various examples per book across the themes, they then chose 
the example they thought best represented the theme. The Jigsaw Theme Group then 
captured their deliberations in a comparison matrix (see Table 4).
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As the students prepared the comparison matrices per Jigsaw Theme Group, the 
teacher and I noticed how they had become critical readers of the text. They identified 
common themes across the books and gave concrete evidence to support the themes. 
They debated, cajoled, and convinced as they jockeyed for a particular quote or example 
to be their group’s representation of the theme on the comparison matrix.
Table 4: Comparison Matrix across Books
isolation
family 
relationships perseverance creativity literary merit
Because of Winn-Dixie
Dear Mr. Henshaw
Hundred Dresses
Joey Pigza Swallowed the Key
The Whipping Boy
Final Reflections
Student Commentary
When the students were asked to debrief their involvement in the process, they noted 
their excitement about the books. They enjoyed the stories because they were easy to 
follow and focused on characters that were exciting and different from them. One 
student said that she was initially not drawn to The Whipping Boy because she thought 
it was going to be too much of a boy book but was surprised at how she got caught up 
in the adventure. She chose the book based on the criteria of curiosity and the main 
character was so unlike her. She was glad she took the risk but wondered if reading this 
book alone she would have been motivated to keep reading it. A male student had a 
similar initial concern about a Hundred Dresses. He said he was first embarrassed to take 
the book home because of the title. As he began to read the book and discuss it with his 
group, he realized that this was a story of an immigrant who was trying to fit in, and 
as a Hmong boy, he understood what the book’s character was going through. Hearing 
these thoughtful reflections from sixth-grade students confirmed that the objectives 
of modeling appropriate differentiated instruction and encouraging the students to 
read books of literary merit were met. The students benefitted from the small-group 
discussions because the group motivated them to finish the books, even though they had 
initial reservations. Interactions across the book groups and richness of the discussions 
allowed the students to make connections to the characters and their own lives. 
Teacher Reflections
As the teacher and I began our discussion about the Carousel approach, I remarked to 
the teacher that this was a literature response technique that could be used to motivate 
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students to be discussants of their reading and that this is not a reading methodology 
(Noll, 1994; Scott, 1994; Simpson, 1995). He countered and said that he hoped 
that the method would not only motivate the students but would also enhance their 
comprehension skills; therefore we decided to pre- and post-test the students. As the 
Carousel was completed, I reiterated to the teacher that the nature of this literature-
response technique was not to specifically teach children how to read. Instead, this 
pedagogical technique fostered ongoing and engaging reading practices that have little to 
do with illiteracy. However, such techniques did encourage lifelong reading practices that 
may offset the rise of aliteracy (Close, 1990; Eeds & Peterson, 1991; and Hill, Johnson, 
& Noe, 1995 & 2001). The classroom teacher stated how he realized that his students 
cherished the opportunity to share their understandings and interpretations in an arena 
of comfort and support but also observed that they seemed to be reading more fluently 
and had a stronger grasp of the text.
Even though all of these statements around reading engagement were accurate 
according to the research, we did find that our students made gains in both reading 
achievement as measured by the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Achievement Test (G-MRT) 
(MacGinitie, 1978) and reading attitude as assessed by the Elementary Reading Attitude 
Survey (McKenna, 1990). The reading achievement post-test results indicated that the 30 
students scored an average of 76.00 percent with a standard deviation of 21.5. The pre- to 
post- percentage gains in reading achievement was 11.2 percent. The reading attitude post-
test results indicated a percentage equivalent was 77.2 with a standard deviation of 22.86. 
The pre- to post- percentage gains in reading attitude was 15.2 percent (see Table 5). 
Table 5: Pre- and Post-Test Results
Pre-test Post-test Gain
Gates-MacGinitie 64.8% 76% 11.2%
Elementary Attitude Scale 62% 77.2% 15.2%
As the literacy coach, I had many opportunities to sit in on groups, be a part of the 
dialogue, and help redirect misconceptions about the process. Although I had read each 
book and was eager to share my knowledge about them, I restricted my commentary to 
the initial book talks. I wanted the students to engage in rich conversations about the 
books without my assistance. All too often, when an instructor visits a group, the group’s 
thinking shuts down and ears are open only to what the teacher wants as opposed to 
creating original ideas. 
Principal’s Reflections
I found that the Carousel model was worth the investment in time and resources. The 
students benefited from the shared commentary from their peers and it motivated 
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them to read independently to prepare for the group discussions. If students were 
simply assigned a book to read and then asked to report on the book, the students’ 
motivation would have focused more on what the teacher required as opposed to their 
own adolescent desires to interact with their peers. It was also interesting to observe 
that students who were usually off task and seemed uncomfortable with reading were 
participatory and demonstrated academic success in reading, writing, and discussing.
This was a worthwhile professional development for the teacher because he was able 
to see these strategies working in his own classroom. He had to accept that all of his 
students were capable of achieving effective literacy skills because he was a participatory 
witness of their greatly enhanced abilities as indicated by the post results.
Collective Commentary
When we started this venture, we recognized that a collaborative partnership of this nature 
would indeed enable each of us to grow professionally, and we wanted to monitor closely 
the reciprocity, intentionality, and sustainability of our collaboration. In the end, the 
teacher and principal said that they gained knowledge on how to design and implement a 
literacy instructional model that met their intentional goals of enhanced comprehension 
and motivation. The teacher felt confident that he could replicate and sustain the modeled 
event in the future with this class and others across different books and themes. The 
principal commented that she learned so much about literacy and would like to include 
what she learned in crafting a professional development module for the district’s leadership 
academy. By doing this, she could secure district funds to replicate the model in other 
classes. The principal also noted that the daily interaction with a class of students gave her 
a rapport with the students that she could utilize throughout the instructional day. She 
commented on seeing a young girl on the playground with a group of her peers. As she 
passed the group, she commented on the books that the girl was reading and the girl’s peers 
were surprised that the principal was so connected with individual students.  
As the principle researcher of the collaboration, I was pleased with my own knowledge 
acquisition. This collaboration also quenched my hunger for authenticity because I learned 
so much about the realities of conducting this modeled event in an urban classroom that 
I could immediately share with my preservice teachers. Some of the automatics that I 
assumed as a professor were not the case in the classroom. For instance, it takes more than 
just assigning students to groups. I learned from the teacher the need to structure activities 
with the groups that would get them to feel comfortable with each other before they could 
talk and interact about the text. This experience indeed clarified many of my disconnects 
between theory and practice because I witnessed firsthand the amount of time it took to 
change instructional practices. Preservice teachers are green, eager, and will accept whatever 
you profess, while in-service teachers need convincing that the practices will work. I can 
now profess and attest to the effectiveness of the Carousel literacy model.
Watson & Wiley
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